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1 hi* place from the Inside, In the way 
that those of ui who serve here do. 

The press and media people pack tfat 
gallery upstairs during a debate on a 
pay raise, but they rarely write or 
speak about the personal ramifiesUoru 
of the Job here. This is not to com¬ 
plain. Every Member here feels that It 
is a supreme honor to serve as a 
Member. 

But it is Important that the public 
know more about what kinds of people 
serve here, how hard they work, the 
personal toll that is taken on individ¬ 
uals and families. 

X have seen crown men here cry 
when their marriages were destroyed. 

1 have seen grown men depressed 
about missing events that were impor¬ 
tant to their children. 

In sports they have a term called 
"playlhg hurt." when pis yen partici¬ 
pate even when injured. Welt X have 
seen Members of the House •‘play 
hurt." Members who were ill and 
dragged themselves to the airport to 
keep an important commitment back 
home. 

I have seen Members with serious 01- 
ness or disease struggle to do a good 
Job. to make roHcall'votes and commit¬ 
tee meetlng*- 

The picture of the Congress present¬ 
ed to the public via the Abscam scan¬ 
dal wss not a fair one. Tills is not a 
place where you can reach in and pick 
any seven Member* and expect that 
they will accept money in a brown 
paper bag It is not that kind of place 
and It is an> Insult to all who have 
served well here that such a picture of 
the Congress be presented. 

Scandal b what sells newspspers and 
aoap on the evening news. Pay raises 
and debates over them in this body are 
in the aame category. But these things 
do not begin to tell the story of what 
happens here on a day-to-day basis. 

What happens here on a day-to-day 
basis U a struggle to get things done, 
to do the right thing for our districts, 
for the Nation and the world: What 
gets In the way of that is familiar to 
allof us. 

The hectic achedule is a problem. 
The lack of predictability In the sched¬ 
uling. The tug and pull of various 
people and interests wanting our at¬ 
tention. The seemingly constant atten¬ 
tion to getting reelected. The accom¬ 
panying preoccupation with raising 
money. And. of course, the impact 
that such a preoccupation has on poli¬ 
cymaking. 

There must be a movement devel¬ 
oped to deal with these problems. X be¬ 
lieve we should move to a 4-year term 
with a limit of three term* in the 
Boose and two 2-year terms in the 
Senate. 2 believe we should move to a 
2-year budget and plug in a require¬ 
ment that the Congress do meaningful 
oversight for 2 or 4 straight months 
each year. 

Most Importantly. we need campaign 
reform—a limit on FACa, public fi¬ 
nancing. free access to media, and 
many other Important changes. The 


political system U being contaminated 
by money and we must do something 
about1U 

Such dramatic changes must take 
place with pressure from the outside 
and I intend to do my share as a pri¬ 
vate citizen in that regard. 

Being a private citizen again will not 
be altogether unhealthy. Getting out 
of politics for a time will give me an # 
Important perspective. 

But there will never be anything to 
take the place of the warm friendships 
I have developed here. I have not had 
the chance to thank each of my col¬ 
leagues and staff for their kindness. X 
hope this statement will at least par¬ 
tially serve that purpose.* 


WHITE-FROEB STUDY 

DISCREDITE D BY SCIENTISTS 

HON. L EFOUNTAIN 

or non CAROLTHA 

rw tkx house or n irmu r uTim 
Thursday, December li, 19S2 
• Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, after 
JO yean of service to the people of the 
Second District of North Carolina. I 
am about to retire from the DA 
House of Representatives Before leav¬ 
ing I would like to submit, for the 
Record, an Item dealihg with an issue 
with which X and many other* have 
long been Interested, namely, the al¬ 
leged effect of smoking on the health 
of the nonsmoker,. 

Mr. Speaker, let me briefly place the 
Issue Into lu proper con text. In 1978. 
the Subcommittee on Tobacco of the 
House Committee on Agriculture 
heard testimony from a vast array of 
eminent scientists and physicians on 
the Issue of the effect of tobacco 
gmoke on nonsmokers. Those individ¬ 
uals who testified generally agreed 
that no conclusive scientific evidence 
exists to support the claim that smok¬ 
ing affects the health of nonxmokera 
In I960, however, an article appeared 
in the New England Journal of Medi¬ 
cine by Dra White and Feoeb entitled 
"Small Airways Dysfunction In Non- 
amoker* Chronclally Exposed to To¬ 
bacco Smoke." In which the authors 
concluded that smoking In the work¬ 
place adversely affects the lung func¬ 
tion of nonsmokera This conclusion 
appeared to conflict with the testimo¬ 
ny presented to the Subcommittee on 
Tobacco. 

Since Its publication, the WhJte- 
Froeb study has been used to support 
both regulatory and legislative activi¬ 
ties In the United States. For example, 
the study w as referred to In testimony 
before the Civil Aeronautics Board 
during Its recent consideration of rules 
regarding smoking aboard commertikl 
aircraft. The National Research Coun¬ 
cil report entitled "Indoor Pollutants" 
which was Issued In 1981 under an 
EPA contract also relies on the study. 
Finally, the White-Froeb study has re¬ 
ceived widespread attention In both 
Stale and local legislative and policy¬ 
making bodies. 


The White-Froeb study continues to 
play an important role Is legislative 
considerations, despite the fact that 
the study Itself has been heavily criti¬ 
cised by scientists and health practi¬ 
tioner*. Most recently, at the 1982 
Joint meeting of the American Lung 
Association American Thoracic Socl^ 
ety, Dr. Michael D. lebowhx, profes 
gar of Internal medicine, college of 
c*dicine. University of Arizona and 
special consultant to the Subcommit¬ 
tee on Tobacco, pream ted reasons 
why. In his own words, "the results of 
thi$ study cannot be used to demon¬ 
strate an effect of passive smoking on 
forced expiratory flow* in adults ex 
posed In the workplsce." Dr. Lebowrtz. 
a noted specialist In epidemiology and 
respiratory diseases, said that the 
basic problem with the White-Froeb 
study is that It is "improperly dr 
gipied" and thst "there are problems 
with the whole data set and with the 
conclusion." Dr. Lebowlt t also ex¬ 
pressed concern that the significance 
of the WhJte-Froeb data appeared to 
depend upon their unexplained amis¬ 
sion of data from 3.000 subjects origi¬ 
nally included in the study. 

Mr. Speaker. Dr. Lebowlt* wrote a 
letter, dated July 10. 1981, to our col 
league. Congressman Chari rs Rose. 
Chairman of the Tobacco and Peanuts 
Subcommittee of the House Agricul¬ 
ture Committee, as a result of a per 
sons! interview which Chairman Rose 
and Dr. Lehowit 2 had with Dr. White. 
W’lth the personal consent of Chair¬ 
man Rose, I am Inserting herewith Dr. 
Lebowitz s letter. It more fully ex¬ 
plains the author’s viewi regarding 
the White-Froeb study. 

X also want to mention another eval¬ 
uation of the White-Froeb study, one 
which was made by Dr. J. O. Oostom* 
ryk, director of the department of 
health of the dty of Augsburg. West 
Germany. After an extensive, detailed 
review of the White-Froeb study. Dr 
Gostomzyk has concluded that the 
White-Froeb data were incompletely 
presented and did not satisfy the pre¬ 
requisites for scientific credibility. In 
addition. Dr. Gostomzyk remarked 
that "Dr. White’s methodology is not 
scientific but that of a lay person with 
convictions." and concluded that "we 
assume that Dr. White’s study Is an at¬ 
tempt at scientific validation of his 
credo and thst be possibly Is unaware 
of the Inadequacy of this methodolo¬ 
gy." It Is obvious that Dr. Gostomzyk 
Is referring to Dr White's outspoken 
anHsmoklng activities In California, In¬ 
cluding Dr White’s endorsement of 
public smoking referendum* which 
were, incidentally, twice rejected by 
the California voters. 

Oivee these and other criticisms of 
the White-Froeb study. It would 
appear that the New England Journal 
of Medicine has, perhaps unwittingly, 
pa-formed a disservice to It* reader¬ 
ship. It is extremely’ unfortunate that 
a study so fraught with methodolog 
leal problems, as indicated through 
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numeroui criticism! by •dentuu In 
the United States and elsewhere, 
ihouJd have been published In *uch a 
reputable journal of medicine. The 
Whlte-Froeb study ahould. therefore, 
not be relied upon by the Congress. 
Federal agencies, or other legislative 
or policymaXlng bodies when consider* 
lng restrictions on smokihg in public 
places. 

Tax UurvniiTT or Ajuzowa, 

Couaca or Mdicdt*. 

Tucson, AH*. July 16, IMS 
Congressman Chaaixs Roac. 

ChQirrnaru Subcommittee on Tobacco and 
Peanut* House of Xrprtetnt&tivt* Ray¬ 
burn Bviidmp. W*asJunp(on. V C. 

Dla* ConoaziSMAJt Rose The following la 
a summary of my notes on our visit to Dr. 
James White at UC Ban Diego, aa per our 
discussion Unfortunately, despite the stale- 
ment In the editorial of the New England 
Journal of Medicine (27 March I960). Dr. 
While and his co-author did not “faultlessly 
demonstrate a reduction lb measures of 
email airways of healthy non-smoker* ex¬ 
posed to cLgarette smoke in the work place'*. 
It is apparent from our visit and the article 
that there were various faults in the present 
study, which shall be discussed. 

The problems with the research design 
are as follows:: 

The participants were not only volunteer*, 
but generally had to pay for the physical 
fitness course; this Is the reason moat were 
white-collar. Employees In specific factories 
lnrited White to run the physical fitness 
oouiwe in their factories as well, which 
would also bias the population sample. Blue- 
collar workers were not distributed random¬ 
ly. [It ha* to be assumed that volunteers Ln 
the physical fitness courses fall into unrep¬ 
resentative categories the highly motivated; 
with an interest in health and usually 
healthier, those who are worried about 
health and generally less healthy, the first 
group would include fewer smokers and the 
second group would include more smoker*.] 

The Questionnaire utilized was not a vali¬ 
dated one per ae; test-retest comparison! 
were made only on the kmolung question! 
and very small groups of subjects. The 
amoking Information was not validated. 
There were no test-retest or validation* on 
gymptoms asked In the questionnaire. The 
questionnaire itself was derived by the in¬ 
vestigator., and included some question! 
from itandard questionnaires, this did not 
appear to include standard respiratory Ques¬ 
tions. and In fact various typical respiratory 
questions (such as phlegm) were not asked. 
The questionnaire did not include Questions 
on attitude, but did Include questions on ac¬ 
tivity levels and jobs (duration, type). The 
Questionnaire did ask horn- many smokers 
were in their work area, room sue. and 
nature of the air conditioning. It also in¬ 
cluded questions about residence* in the last 
30 yean (zip codes), so that exposures away 
from w ork were assessed by resident (al loca¬ 
tion: A question was asked about smokers in 
the home. [Thus, the smoking Information 
is not validated, but U probably relatively 
accurate. The Information about exposure 
to passive smoking is only approximate, as is 
the Information on other occupational expo¬ 
sures. Exposure* to air pollutant* or to un¬ 
known toxic gases ln the working place la 
only approximate, and their effects underes¬ 
timated! 

Dr. White presented a paper to the Ameri¬ 
can College of Sports Medicine, the abstract 
for which in 1977 Indicated there were 7,122 
subjects enrolled between 1969 and 1977; 
However, tn the New England Journal of 
Medicine article, he states that the base 


population analyzed is only 5.210 emoken 
and non-smoker* enrolled between 1969 and 
1979 Although he excluded all the ex-rmok- 
ers, some whose rip codes were misting, hi! 
answer* as to why the res* of the subjects 
were excluded were entirely unclear and 
tend to indicate potential bias In selection of 
subjects for consideration for ansJyae*. It 
might be added that the 2.100 subjects ana¬ 
lyzed In the NEJM article and those ana¬ 
lysed and presented ln the Sport* Medicine 
abstract appear to be the same as they yield 
exactly the same table of results (as deter¬ 
mined from comparison of the table in the 
Sport* Medicine manuscript and the NEJM 
table). 

In addition to the aourees of bias men¬ 
tioned above, it Is apparent that the non- 
amoker* In dean work environment* and 
those in smoking work environment* have 
not only chosen not to smoke, but it is likely 
thst those non-smokers working ln smoking 
environments may be different for a variety 
of reasons from non-smoker* working to 
dean environments. Furthermore, It is ap¬ 
parent that the non-smokers Ln non-smok¬ 
ing environment* are quite different in that 
their lung function Is “super norma]" Id 
. comparison even with the Seventh Day Ad¬ 
ventists (the source of the Morris prediction 
equations). 

Dr White did state that from the ques¬ 
tionnaire and from the baseline tests that 
there were no significant differences In the 
three non-smokiag/nonlnhaling groups In 
term* of lhe amount of previous exercise or 
oxygen consumption, but he was unsure of 
the difference In percent of body faL Smok¬ 
ers did have less body fat, were lest In terms 
of having lower oxygen consumption, and 
had less activity. He says further that there 
were no differences between the groups In 
terms of childhood respiratory history 
(lower respiratory tract Uineases) from his 
submitted questionnaire information, but 
he did not ask about family history. He did 
not ask sufficiently about respiratory ques¬ 
tionnaire* to appropriately exclude groups 
on the base* of productive cough (“cough 
bronchitis"), He states that there were no 
differences In prevalence rates of question¬ 
naire responses by rip codes. If ao, this con¬ 
tradicts other evidence vli-a-vls the effect* 
of air pollution in these areas He was not 
able to asses* other exposure* such a* those 
from hobbies, exposures to ras stoves, or 
transportation. In terms of pa&slve smoking 
in the home, he excluded such passive 
smokers from the Don-smoking and passive 
smoking groups, but not from any smoking 
groups. He was not able to proride any In¬ 
formation about the distribution of charac¬ 
teristics in those eliminated from the origi¬ 
nal 7,000 or the 2,206 that qualified because 
of other Questibnnaire results. 

With regards to the pulmonary function 
testing done by Dr. White, it must be first 
noted thst the Instrument used 1* not con¬ 
sidered a satisfactory Instrument in that it 
la non linear (highly biased) at both high 
volumes and low volumes [This has Lbe 
effect of maximizing difference* in that 
anyone with minor aberration* of total vita] 
capacity or of flow* at the end of the flow 
volume curve wouid have very different, 
that ts, low. flow*.] The comparisons that 
Dr. White did and reported od in hi* re¬ 
sponse letter in the NEJM (14 August 1960) 
would not in any way modify this opinion. 
Furthermore. Dr. White has the only pul¬ 
monary function technician and reader. 
Even though he vu trained at the VA hos¬ 
pital and hi* techniques were evaluated by 
ten—retest and by comparison to other 
reader*, any biases inherent Id Dr. White’s 
thinking (see below) would affect the way 
he read the tests. Furthermore, he took the 
FEV, and Cows off the same spLrogrvm 


using an approximation technique pub¬ 
lished by Morris^ el ai., which is not an ade¬ 
quate or accurate representation of those 
measures. All of hi* tests were baseline tests 
done after two and a half hours In the class¬ 
room in the evening on those without acute 
respiratory illnesses (usually on a Monday 
or Tuesday evening); thus, there Is probably 
little diurnal variation or pretest biases 
other than those experienced by the work¬ 
er* during their work day and in their activ¬ 
ities prior to the classroom. Although tt Is 
difficult to Judge the effects of these fac¬ 
tors. they may have Influenced the test re¬ 
sults. especially ln those with any signifi¬ 
cant exposures during the day. 

The major problem with the pulmonary 
function test result* as reported l* that they 
are not age- and height-adjusted, since lung 
volumes and How rates are associated with 
both of these factor*. In other words. Dr. 
White used raw values of flows and volumes 
to do comparisons. He dJd this on the as¬ 
sumption that the mean age and height 
were similar for the different groups This Is 
a mistake, since the distributions for those 
ages and height* could have differed Fur¬ 
thermore, his quoted figures for percent 
predicted are strictly for the average 
person, age 49. with an average height, and 
does not represent the group for which they 
are provided. In terms of these statistical 
analysis, he fust chose the ENK package 
among many. There U no correlation coeffi¬ 
cient per se. “Normality" wa* not an objec¬ 
tive of this study, so he cannot state any¬ 
thing about the normality of the subjects 
studied, including those he considered to 
have significantly different result* from the 
Don-exposed non-smokers. He does not un¬ 
derstand the difference between clinical 
meaningfulness and statistical significance. 
It is quite obribus thst the majority of 
those in the passive smoking and in the non- 
inhalln* group are quite normal and that 
very few would be eonadered abnormal' by 
any criteria. • 

to N* reported result*, he quotes as incor¬ 
rect significance level of p.<.005. whereas 
the level provided by the technique la 
p.<.05. This Is very different, given the 
Dumber of comparisons made, and Indicates 
that some of the results would not be sig¬ 
nificant if corrections were made for the 
Dumber of comparisons Furthermore, the 
data presented in Table 1 wis used to re¬ 
compute the SNK analysis by Mary C. 
Townsend. MPH (Department of Epidemio¬ 
logy, University of Pittsburgh).; Those re¬ 
sult* differ from those published by Dr. 
White and art provided in the attachment. 
The most Important of the difference* la 
the finding that the passive smokers and 
Light smokers differ for the male FEV 75-65 
percent. Thus, the effect of passive smoking 
on non-smokers Is still unconfirmed, despite 
Dr. White’s unfailing conviction that It Is 
confirmed. 

Other minor points: In terms of the 
carbon monoxide sampling, although It Is 
stated that It was randomized. It was really 
on only 40 smoking and 40 dod smoking sit¬ 
uations choaen by chance but not by 
random selection. Dr. Froeb. the eo-author 
with Dr. White, is a private practitioner m 
La Jolla and helped Dr. White in drafting 
the NEJM manuscript from the manuscript 
presented at the American College of Sport 
Medicine. It might be pointed out that San 
Diego 1* not strictly low In air pollution con¬ 
centrations. nor uniformed throughout the 
area, this may bias some result* Dr White 
performed the pulmonary function test* 
until “reproducible curves were obtained", 
but they do not necessarily follow the Inter- 
mountain. Snowbird, or ATS recommenda¬ 
tions. 
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*n it virgin* Dr. Whlu’i response to the 
letter to the Editor In the NEJW <14 Augu** 
It U quite dear that Dr. White did 
not satisfactorily answer ill the question* 
raised. many of which are similar to those 
raised In thi* letter. It Is Questionable, from 
the discussion, whether Dr. White would 
pursue any further re-analyilj of the data, 
nor necessarily could It be pursued: It Is 
questionable, liven the baste underlying 
problemi In the research' design^ that re- 
analysis of the data would be worthwhile. 
On the other hand, riven other results that 
contradict Dr. White’s. Including those now 
in press (such as Comstock et si. Johns 
Hopkins, presented at the Society for Epide¬ 
miological Research In June of 1981), ft 
would be likely that a paneli discussion of 
passive smoking might be valuable. I will be 
glad to furnish further discussion or help In 
that matter. 

Sincerely. 

Micuaxl D. Xoovm. Fit D, 

r.ccj*. 

frojeitor of Internal Medici na.# 


TOM BUTTERFIELD 


HON. KE SKELTON 

or Kissocu 

D» tki Bousr or axrrxscrrATTTk* 

Th undap, December H, 29SZ 

• Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, as 
1932 draws to a close, it Is customary 
to reflect upon the events of the past 
year. I would like to talk about an ex¬ 
perience I had Just over a year ago and 
about some sad news I heard Just this 
week. 

In December of 1981, a morle called, 
•*The Children Nobody Wanted" was 
televised. This moving story depicted 
the work of a man'named Tom Butter¬ 
field and the help he gave to foster¬ 
lings in Marshall: Mo. On Monday, De¬ 
cember 13, my longtime friend. Tom 
Butterfield died of respiratory failure. 

"The Children Nobody Wanted" is a 
true story. When Tom Butterfield was 
a freshman at Missouri Valley College 
In Marshall. Mo., he discovered the 
problems of children who have no¬ 
where to go, and for whom the law 
makes few, if any. provisions. Boy by 
boy. he made a life for these homeless 
youngsters. Tom fought increasing 
odds, from the lack of money, to out¬ 
dated laws. He became the youngest 
single adult—and the first bachelor— 
to be a legal foster parent In the State 
©f Missouri. He and his boys rented an 
old country club and turned it into 
their ranch. Today, there are four 
ranches, giving a homelife to over 100 
youngster*. 0 

During this special time of the year. 
It Is good to stop and thlhk about the 
road we are traveling. Looking at the 
trail of Tom Butterfield’s life. 1 can 
see that, although he died at the 
young age of 42. his contributions will 
go on for a very long time to come. It 
is appropriate, at this time of gift- 
giving, to look back at all the giving 
this man has done in his lifetimes 


ADMINISTRATION'S IN SENSITIVE 

APPROACH TO CANCER 

HON. ALBERTGORE, JR. 

or ixmun 

XX THX BOUSX or JtXraXSEX7ATlTXS 

Thursday, December 1$,1 PS2 

• Mr. OORE. Mr. Speaker, the pres¬ 
ent administration appears to be 
headed down a regulatory path that 
will needlessly expose millions of 
people to many known, cancer-causing 
chemicals at levels well beyond those 
traditionally accepted as safe and pru¬ 
dent. One example, documented in 
hearings held before the Investiga¬ 
tions and Oversight Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Science and Tech¬ 
nology which I chaired, was EPA’s 
failure to take rapid action in setting 
reasonable limits for exposure to 
formaldehyde, although it Is unques¬ 
tionably ar> animal carcinogen. My col¬ 
league, Hon, OtORcr E. Baowx, Jr. has 
done some excellent work in this area 
and has found similar evidence of 
EPA*s failure to regulate certain pesti¬ 
cides that have been clearly ■howc to 
cause tumors in animals. Two recent 
articles in the New York Times (Dec. 
4, 1982) and the Baltimore Sun (Dec, 
8, 1982) provide further documenta¬ 
tion of the new. high-rlik approach to 
Federal cancer policy. I commend 
them to the attention of my col¬ 
leagues. It is time for us to halt this 
administration’s crass and insensitive 
bottom-line approach in which costs to 
industry are balanced against in¬ 
creased human suffering. We all owe a 
debt of gratitude to the gentleman 
from California and I am looking for¬ 
ward to his forthcoming subcommittee 
report on thlk subject. 

The articles follow: 

[From the Baltimore Sun. Dec. 8.1882) 
EPA ajtb Caxcex Tax Shittixc Btaxpaju* 

(By Ken Cook) 

Waskix erroir —In what acme critics charge 
U a fundamental and unjustified change in 
federal cancer policy, the Environmental 
Protection Agency <EPA> has determined 
that an insecticide which caused cancer LD 
laboratory animals poses do cancer risk to 
human beings. 

The declilon removes the last barrier to 
the permanent registration of the Insecti¬ 
cide permethrin for use on doaens of U8. 
crops. 

As a result of emergency exemptions 
granted by the agency since 1977, permeth¬ 
rin already i* one of the country's major In¬ 
secticide*. used on millions of acres of vege¬ 
tables. beans and cotton each year. Per- 
methrln is marketed under the trade names 
Pounce and Ambush. 

A leading critic of the EPA decision. Rep¬ 
resentative George E Brown, Jr.. <D.. Calif ) 
characterises the permethrin ruling as "one 
of several actions that suggest the EPA has 
adopted a new set of scientific principles in 
reaching regulatory decisions on proven 
animal carcinogens.” 

Federal pesticide law does Dot prohibit 
registration of cancer-causing chemicals If 
dietary and occupational exposure can be 
kept below the safety level established by 
the agency. By contrast, the Food and Drug 
Administration must by law prohibit the use 


of any food additive shown to cause cancer 
in laboratory animals. 

* The practical effect of a decision to brand 
permethrin as a human carcinogen would 
have been a greater restriction on the 
Dumber of crops for which it could be regis¬ 
tered Such a ruling might also have left the 
manufacturer*. EMC Incorporated of Phila¬ 
delphia, and I Cl. a British firm, more vul¬ 
nerable to product liability suits 
John W. Melone. director of EPA’s hazard 
evaluation division and author of the per¬ 
methrin decision (which appeared in the 
federal fUffUtrr In October), said that one 
of the long term animal studies submitted 
by a manufacturer in support of the chemi¬ 
cal's registration "was dearly positive'' for 
cancer, it reported that tumors had ap¬ 
peared on mice after they had been fed per¬ 
methrin over an extended period- Mr. 
Melone said five other studies submittd by 
manufacturers were accepted by EPA as 
showing do cancer-causing effects in labora¬ 
tory animals However. Mr. Melone de¬ 
scribed one of those studies as "quite con¬ 
troversial” because EPA scientttu could not 
agree on the results A seventh study, also 
conducted by • manufacturer, was rejected 
because of lrrerul*U>ries In the way It was 
conducted. 

Mr. Melone described the permethrin case 
as "unique” for having so many long term 
studies svailablt for scrutiny by EPA scien¬ 
tists Only two such studies normally are re¬ 
quired for pesticide registration. 

"We concluded that the weight of evi¬ 
dence suggested this chemical is highly un¬ 
likely to be a potential human oncogen 
tumcr-inducing substance)” Mr. Melone 
said in a telephone Interview. "And sine* we 
have to make a decision. we believe per¬ 
methrin should not be regulated as a poten¬ 
tial human oncogen.” 

Regarding the permethrin ruling. Mr. 
Melone said "Thene'i do question it's a 
change In perspective.” 

Representative Brown, chairman of the 
House Subcommittee on (Agriculture): De¬ 
partment Operations. Resarch and Fore ign 
Agriculture, which has Jurisdiction over 
EPA i pesticide program, said that "for the 
agency to adopt.a policy which. In effect: at¬ 
tempts to balance positive lens with Dega 
Uve ones Is clearly a bold step." 

Mr. Brown consider! the action "a monu¬ 
mental and qua* I-scientific leap of regulk 
lory faith.” 

There is a continuing debate among 
cancer experts over how to weigh various 
type* of evidence to determine a chemical's 
potential to cause cancer In humans. Al¬ 
though the precise mechanisms of cancer 
remain unknown, scientist* have for some 
time agreed that proven animal carcinogens 
do not all pose an equal risk of cancer to 
humans Traditionally, cancer regulatory 
decisions, including those made by EPA. 
have been made as If they did. 

In the past few years, several pancer re¬ 
searcher! and research Institutions have 
proposed detailed system* by which regula¬ 
tory agencies mlkht distinguish between 
"strong” and ‘ weak” carcinogens, based on 
Information gained from long term animal 
•ludlts such as those submitted In the per¬ 
methrin case. Regulatory actions might 
then take the form of an outright ban If 
guch a system ranked the chemical as a 
strong cancer risk. Chemical* Judged to be 
weak would be regulated leas stringently, or 
Dot at all. 

Last summer. EPA circulated to a select 
rroup of expert* a draft of a proposal to 
modify the agency * original cancer policy 
guideline! promulgated In 1914. The draft 
proposed a ranking *y*tem *Lmilar to one de¬ 
veloped by the Intenational Agency for Re- 
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